Many of the most significant international treaty negotiations take years, and sometimes decades, to conclude. The international climate negotiations, trade negotiations and law of the sea negotiations are all examples. Yet notwithstanding their commonality and importance, prolonged international negotiations are not well understood. In these negotiations, state preferences are fluid not fixed, as negotiating positions change. This temporal dimension of prolonged negotiations is insufficiently captured by existing theories of international negotiations, which, by virtue of their focus on individual negotiation outcomes at one point in time, tend to be static in their analysis.
Introduction
Many international negotiations, particularly in the post-war era, have been prolonged, stretching for years and sometimes decades. This has certainly been true for environmental and trade issues. The international negotiations on the Law of the Sea and the Uruguay Round of trade negotiations both lasted almost a decade and the most recent Doha Round of trade negotiations will surpass them both. The international climate negotiations represent one of the best examples of this phenomenon. In fact, the so-called "Kyoto phase" of climate negotiations which commenced with the first Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 1995 and took a decade to conclude before the Kyoto Protocol ultimately entered into force.
Although prolonged international negotiations, such as the climate negotiations, seek to address some of the most critical problems facing the globe, the phenomenon is not well understood. Most of the literature on international negotiations has been concerned with explaining why states cooperate: with how and why international negotiations succeed or fail.
Yet remarkably almost none of this work has considered whether these questions lead to different answers when negotiations stretch out for years. While great strides have been made in understanding the negotiation process or the larger context surrounding the negotiation (see for example, Susskind & Crump 2008: Vol. 4 ), theorising has not considered these factors when negotiations become protracted. For example, extensive work has been done on the role of state and non-state actors in international negotiations, on the influence of domestic pressures and domestic political institutions (Putnam 1988 , Moravcsik 1993 , on the role of transnational activities of state and non-state actors (Keohane & Nye 1972 , Keohane & Nye 1974 , Risse-Kappen 1995a , Milner & Moravcsik 2009 ) and on the impact of international regimes (Krasner 1983 , Levy et al. 1995 , Young 1999 , Young 2011 ). Yet very little work has been undertaken on how these factors vary over time in drawn-out negotiations.
The temporal dimension of prolonged international negotiations matters because it draws our attention to variables, strategies and outcomes that are not apparent if the focus is on individual negotiation outcomes. This has implications for negotiation theory and practice.
First, by considering the temporal dimension it is clear that the preferences of actors, including states, are fluid not fixed, and that their preferences are influenced by a variety of variables, including different levels of engagement of actors, the preferences of chiefs of government and the changing state of expert knowledge among policy elites. Second, because preferences are fluid in long negotiations actors, including traditionally weak actors, have considerable agency to influence state behaviour. As a result, there are strategic opportunities in the course of a protracted negotiation for actors to steer negotiations toward their preferred outcomes. Third, the type of agreement possible and the likelihood that an agreement will be reached will also be contingent on the stage of the negotiations. Different agreements and different outcomes will be more likely at different points in the course of a long negotiation. This paper attempts to show the importance of considering these aspects by developing an "ideal type" framework as a first step toward understanding the temporal dimension of prolonged international negotiations. To do so the paper proceeds in five parts; the next section provides a theoretical background to the concept of prolonged international negotiations. Section three combines an analysis of existing theories with the findings of a large empirical study of state behaviour in the protracted international climate negotiations to identify 'internal' and 'external' factors that explain why the preferences of states change.
Section four uses these variables as a basis for considering prolonged international negotiations. The aim is not to develop a formal model in a game-theoretic sense, nor even to provide a model with testable if-then propositions. Rather the aim is to sketch out an 'ideal type' framework to improve our understanding of prolonged negotiations. Having done so, section five is able to identify strategies that state and non-state actors can use to influence state behaviour.
Theoretical background: what do we mean by prolonged international negotiations?

Theoretical background
Theorizing about international relations has been dominated by state centered approaches.
For realists, neo-realists, liberals and even constructivists, the state is viewed as the primary actor in an international system characterized by anarchy (Lake 2008) . However, as scholars have observed the growing complexity of world politics and its manifestation in international negotiations (Crump & Zartman 2003) , increasingly terms such as "governance" and "networks" are used to capture the complex interdependencies between different types of actors at different levels, be it the domestic, international or transnational level, which invariably shape international outcomes (Rosenau 2000 , Hafner-Burton et al. 2009 , Lake 2010 ).
One line of inquiry has been to relax the common assumption of the state as a unitary actor to account for domestic politics in international negotiations (Lake 2008) . The most influential framework is Robert Putnam's "two-level game" (Putnam 1988 ). Putnam argued that at the national level (Level II), domestic groups pressure their governments to adopt policies they support, while governments seek power by engineering coalitions among their national constituents. At the international level (Level I), governments want to satisfy domestic pressures, while limiting any negative consequences from foreign developments.
In the two-level framework put forward by Putnam the chiefs of government (COGs) monopolize the external representation of the state, but in contrast to the unitary actor model they are constrained by domestic political dynamics. In opening the black box of domestic politics, Putnam argued that the size of the "win-set", that is, the set of all possible international agreements that would be acceptable domestically, is a key determinant for understanding the success or failure of an international negotiation. For example, he was concerned with the preferences of domestic actors, the distribution of domestic coalitions and the structure of domestic political institutions, yet he also argued that despite such domestic constraints COGs can use their privileged position at both tables to manipulate their own winset and that of other nations: "clever players will spot a move on one board that will trigger realignments on other boards, enabling them to achieve otherwise unattainable objectives" (Putnam 1988:434) .
From this perspective the state is no longer conceived as a unitary actor. State and non-state actors at the domestic level affect the ability of negotiators at the international level to reach an agreement that can be ratified. However, the COG monopolizes the external representation of the state because they aggregate and manipulate the preferences of domestic actors that remain contained at the domestic level. A second line of inquiry, the transnational perspective takes a different view. Scholars in this tradition argue that "transnational relations matter in world politics" and that state behavior in international relations cannot be understood without taking account of the cross-boundary activities of sub-units of government and non-state actors (Risse-Kappen 1995b: 280) . In this view, even though the two-level game disaggregates the state, it is too narrow because it implies limited access to the international system, which "no longer holds true in many issue areas" (Keck & Sikkink 1998: 4 A third line of inquiry has highlighted the importance of international regimes, which refer to "principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a given issue-area" (Krasner 1983: 1) . In order to demonstrate that regimes matter and can potentially impact international political interactions like international negotiations, scholars from this line of inquiry have emphasized regime formation (Breitmeier et al. 2006 , Hasenclever et al. 2000 , Levy et al. 1995 . Others have looked at regime effectiveness. For example, in their analysis of international environmental regimes, Young and Levy (1999) suggest a series of utilitarian and non-utilitarian pathways by which regimes can affect actor behavior.
It is important to be mindful of the overlap between these lines of inquiry. First, the interaction between the domestic and international levels in the two-level framework cannot be understood in the absence of international regimes. International regimes help to constitute the two-level game; the interaction between both levels would prove mighty difficult in the absence of some basic rules and norms which international regimes provide. Likewise, regimes, and at the same time such networks contribute to the definition of international regimes themselves.
In summary, while these lines of inquiry capture the main factors that are commonly used to explain outcomes in international negotiations, stepping back we can see that it is not clear how domestic political dynamics, transnational actors and international regimes affect state behavior over time. In other words, these frameworks look only at the end game, at one specific negotiation outcome. For example, the two-level perspective is valuable for understanding how domestic politics and international relations interact in a one-off negotiation. But, if one is to inquire into how domestic political dynamics change to affect international outcomes in long negotiations, the two-level approach is limited. This is because it ignores the temporal dimension. In focusing on the end game it looks only at the role of actors at a point in time.
Prolonged international negotiations
In order to capture the temporal dimension of long negotiations, it is necessary to elaborate more definitively what we mean by prolonged international negotiations. While much of the negotiation literature has been concerned with one-off negotiations, scholars have sought to elaborate on how negotiations evolve through time. Indeed, this paper is not the first to note that international negotiations are not static and nor are the problems they seek to resolve (Spector & Zartman 2003 , Daugberg & Swinbank 2009 , Enia 2009 ).
In noting that negotiations evolve, scholars in the negotiation tradition have been largely interested in identifying different phases in negotiations. While there is much overlap in the literature, two sets of phases can be broadly identified; pre-agreement phases and postagreement phases. Pre-agreement phases can be said to include those phases first identified by Zartman and Berman (1982) . First, the diagnostic phase preludes when the parties formally sit down at the negotiating table. In essence, "it is the span of time and activity in which the parties move from conflicting unilateral solutions for a mutual problem to a joint search for cooperative multilateral or joint solutions" (Zartman 1989: 240) . Second, is the formula phase, a period of "intensive negotiations" in which parties commonly establish a formula that "provides a substantive framework for agreement and a set of criteria for resolving details" (Zartman & Berman 1982:143) . In the third phase, the detail phase, the parties send signals to each other, exchange points, arrange details, and attempt to bring the negotiations to an end using deadlines.
Post-agreement phases, on the other hand, refer to the negotiations that take place after an agreement has been reached over the terms and obligations of international treaties. Spector (2003) identifies three domestic and three international processes that make up the postagreement phase. Domestically he points to; ratification negotiations, which are required to achieve formal acceptance of the agreement, rule-making negotiations, which are required to implement the agreement at the national level, and negotiations concerning monitoring, reporting and enforcement to provide feedback to the international regime. Internationally, he identifies three parallel processes; regime formation negotiations over the agreed-upon rules and procedures, regime governance negotiations concerning monitoring, reporting and verification, and finally, regime adjustment negotiations. Of course, each of these phases are not necessarily sequential and many overlap (Spector 2003 , Jonsson & Tallberg 1998 .
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What then, do we mean by prolonged international negotiations? Prolonged international negotiations are defined here as substantive international negotiations over a legally binding instrument that continue for five or more years, which begin with bargaining over a tentative agreement and conclude with bargaining over the ratification of that instrument. Because this definition refers to substantive negotiations over a legal instrument it can therefore include the negotiation of consecutive non-binding agreements on the path towards a legal instrument, either in a bilateral or a multilateral negotiation. In addition, five or more years is considered a prolonged period because of the natural variations that occur over this period via political and economic cycles, such as a change in government or an economic downturn, which produce ripple effects.
Further, much like the literature on the two-level game, this definition assumes a bargaining phase and a ratification phase, which provides the "crucial theoretical link" between domestic and international politics (Moravcsik 1993: 23) . The bargaining phase refers to the negotiations that set out the framework for an agreement and proceed to flesh out the details of such an agreement for adoption whereas, the ratification phase refers to the negotiations that take place after an agreement has been reached but before it enters into force. This after Russia ratified the Protocol and it entered into force. In other words, this was the period of the substantive negotiations and not those negotiations which followed to review the implementation of the treaty. In contrast, the international negotiations on the ozone layer could not be considered a prolonged international negotiation because of the speed with which the substantive negotiations concluded. In fact, the negotiations for the Montreal Protocol, which commenced in 1986 with bargaining over a tentative protocol, were concluded less than 3 years later when the Protocol entered into force in 1989 (Benedick 1991) .
The international climate change negotiations also highlight how state preferences vary over the course of a prolonged international negotiation. Take the cases of the US and the EU, two of the most important parties, during the Kyoto phase of the climate negotiations. In both cases their negotiating positions changed as did the type of agreement that they were prepared to sign. In 1995 the US and the EU agreed to the Berlin Mandate, which stipulated no binding emissions targets for developed countries, no new commitments for developing countries and no flexibility mechanisms (emissions trading). Then in 1997, the US and the EU agreed to the Kyoto Protocol, which included binding emissions targets for developed countries and In general, the causal chain between an internal factor and a change in state behavior is shorter and easier to identify than the causal chain between an external factor and a change in state behavior. Put differently, internal factors are more proximate than external factors, and as a result it is easier to draw inferences from internal factors than it is external ones.
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Before discussing each set of factors, several caveats need to be made. First, it is not always possible to draw clear lines around individual factors and there is much overlap, especially
given the capacity of one internal factor, such as a new actor, to directly influence another factor, such as the power of a coalition. Second, it should be clear that the intention here is to identify variables that are critical to explaining changes in state behavior. Hence, we are not interested in factors that, though they may be important to explaining the differences between the behavior of two or more states, such as the type of domestic political institutions, are not expected to change in the course of prolonged international negotiations. Third, the set of internal and external factors discussed is by no means exhaustive, given it was not possible in the context of the research timeframe to look beyond the empirical study discussed above.
Internal factors
The first and most important internal factor is the level of engagement or mobilization of actors. In prolonged negotiations when actors mobilize there is the potential for new networks between actors and changes in the distribution of the power and preferences of coalitions. As Schattschneider (1960) first pointed out, which stakeholders are mobilized and which are not matters because it affects the balance of forces between actors. As a result, as actors engage and disengage it will create the conditions for new winning and veto coalitions to emerge at the domestic, international and transnational level. This might mean the intervention of a treasury department into bureaucratic debates (Allison 1971) , or a new environmental NGO into international discussions (Newell 2000) , or a business group engaging at the transnational level (Keck & Sikkink 1998 (Rhodes 2006: 246) .
They do so by limiting participation in the policy process; deciding which issues will be included and excluded from the policy agenda; shaping the behavior of actors through the rules of the game; and, among other things, privileging certain interests over others (Rhodes 2007 (Rhodes : 1251 . Of course, it is not only national level networks but transnational ones as well that are important (Keohane & Nye 1974 , Risse-Kappen 1995b , Slaughter 2004 . When these networks change, as they naturally do in the course of prolonged negotiations, so too will state behavior.
Fourth, the mobilization of actors and changes in networks mean the possibility of new coalitions. The two-level framework shows how important the distribution of domestic coalitions is to understanding a state's position and its' willingness to sign an agreement (Putnam 1988 And, what is it that shifts the distribution of coalitions over time? The short answer is that these changes are the function of the following internal factors: domestic political incentives, the stage of the negotiations and the preferences of the COGs.
Domestic political incentives and the stage of the negotiations are interrelated. As negotiations progress the domestic political incentives for government agencies, non-state actors, or COGs will change and with it their level of engagement. The political incentives for these actors will in turn be a function of how they perceive the tangible costs and benefits of the agreement under negotiation which, as others have pointed out, is directly related to the stage of the negotiations. For example, in elaborating on the two-level game, Moravscik (1993) and Evans (1993) note that as negotiations move from the bargaining to the ratification stage the costs and benefits of an agreement become clearer, and as a result, domestic groups will mobilize in defense of their interests. This in turn will bring new actors into the game. In other words, as some actors push for an agreement it engages other actors to push against (Spector & Zartman 2003 , Spector 2003 .
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The evidence from the US and the EU in the climate negotiations shows that in both cases state and non-actors mobilized as their political incentives changed in response to the changes in the stage of the negotiations. In the US, as negotiations over ratification of the Kyoto Protocol wore on in the late 1990s, the engagement of economic agencies and business groups increased as the US emission reduction targets were defined and the economic costs of meeting such targets became tangible. In contrast, in the early 1990s a progressive coalition of environmental interests was able to push their agenda relatively unopposed because negotiations concerned a tentative agreement where the costs and benefits were unclear. It was similar in the EU, where state actors, such as the Directorate-General for Industry in the European Commission, acknowledged that it was not until after Kyoto, that is the ratification stage, that they started paying attention (Author 2011).
Finally, COGs are crucial to explaining the type of agreement that states are willing to sign (Putnam 1988 , Evans 1993 , Moravcsik 1993 can be expected that politicians will weigh more heavily the voices of organized interest groups on either side of the issue (Harrison & Sundstrom 2007) . As voter interest changes so will the domestic political incentives of the COG. In the same fashion, the capacity of COGs to manipulate these domestic constraints will also vary over time. Evans (1993) concludes that as international negotiations move from the bargaining to the ratification stage the relative autonomy of the COG to manipulate these pressures decreases. This is because as discussions focus on ratification and tangible costs and benefits, more actors mobilize to advance or defend their interests and hence the constraints on the COG increase. Using the two-level perspective, Trumbore (1998) makes a similar observation that the higher the intensity of the issue under negotiations the greater the likelihood that public preferences will constrain decision-makers. Such variations are likely to become more acute the longer the negotiations. For example, in the US, the preference of the White House, particularly VicePresident Al Gore, was for an ambitious climate agreement based on his own personal beliefs, which in the early 1990s were in line with his domestic political incentives. However, by the time of the negotiations in 2000, domestic actors had mobilized in opposition to an international agreement, and his capacity to manipulate these pressures were limited by a new set of domestic political incentives as a result of his bid for the presidency (Author 2011).
External factors
Whereas internal factors precipitate a direct shift in state behavior, external factors, as noted, indirectly shift state behavior by re-shaping the context in which the negotiations take place.
External factors are independent of the stage of the negotiations, that is, they operate without regard to the movement between the bargaining and the ratification stage. However, the longer causal chain between an external factor and a change in state behavior means that it is not always possible to specify its precise affect.
First, exogenous shocks, or events, have the potential to transform the context in which international negotiations take place (Zartman 2003) . The most common pathway is where a dramatic event, or series of events captures the imagination of mass publics, after media organizations dramatize the event, and state actors are forced to act to placate the public and the media (Braithwaite & Drahos 2000 , Downs 1972 ). The Bhopal accident in 1984 and
Chernobyl accident in 1986 are classic cases of exogenous events that catalyzed mass publics and forced states to act both domestically and internationally. Such events, which are more likely the longer the negotiation, can shift multiple internal factors as new actors mobilize in response to new political incentives, which in turn affect the distribution of coalitions and so on. In short, an exogenous shock will indirectly shift state behavior.
A second external factor is the state of expert knowledge among policy elites. Epistemic communities, which have an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within a specific domain or issue-area, can promote organizational learning by helping to create shared understandings in their specialized field (Haas 1992) . In prolonged international negotiations, knowledge within an epistemic community can filter through to change the state of expert knowledge among policy elites. The evolution in the state of knowledge is an external factor because it develops independently of political incentives and the stage of negotiations, yet it has the potential to shift multiple internal factors simultaneously and, consequently, state behavior. One pathway by which this can occur is by affecting the personal beliefs of statesmen and in turn, their preferences which, as we have seen, are critical to explaining changes in state behavior (Goldstein & Keohane 1993 
Toward an "Ideal Type" Framework: An Immature and Mature Game
Having identified a set of internal and external factors that have the potential to shift state behavior, we are now in a better position to develop an "ideal type" framework for analysing prolonged international negotiations. As we have seen, state behavior does not shift in response to one particular factor. Rather, the type of agreement a state is willing to sign will change based on the complex interaction of multiple internal and external factors. But this begs the questions: how and when?
To provide a clearer picture, this section suggests that state behavior can be located along a continuum, of which the opposite ends are an immature game and mature game. Of course, state behavior will rarely, if ever, conform with either of these extreme positions. Yet it is hard to think more critically about the temporal dimension of prolonged international negotiations without making these types of abstractions. Indeed, they might equally be thought of as "ideal types", that is, a construct derived from observable reality although not conforming to all of the characteristics because of deliberate simplification (Burger 1976) . In other words, the very concept of an ideal type acknowledges that the real world will only approximate, rather than fully mirror an ideal type of state behavior.
Before elaborating on what immature and mature games involve, it is important to clarify several points. First, the "ideal types" are used to characterize the position of a state in the negotiations, not to characterize the international negotiations as a whole. In other words, it is not the international climate change negotiations that are mature or immature but the position of a party to the negotiations. For example, the position of the US or the EU might resemble certain elements of an immature or mature game, but not the negotiations as a whole.
Because each ideal type is linked to the stage of the negotiations it is likely that the movement of a state along the continuum will parallel that of other states. That being said, states will move at different speeds based on their domestic, international and transnational interactions, and it is entirely possible than some states will remain in an immature game while others have matured. Second, in reality the types of state behavior are non-binary because in the real world there is unlikely to be a complete distinction between the characterizations of state behavior as an immature game or a mature game. Third, a state's movement along the spectrum between both positions is non-linear. State behavior does not necessarily move in one direction from an immature game to a mature game or vice versa.
Instead, state behavior can oscillate between ideal types over time.
An immature game
A state will be involved in an immature game when: This game will be further characterized by the absence of external factors. In an immature game, no exogenous shocks will have taken place to catalyse the public and the media. The state of expert knowledge among policy elites will be immature. Epistemic communities will have only begun to form, or where they have formed, they will not have established a consensus among policy elites about the problem that was different to the state of knowledge before the negotiations began. Other international regimes that are engaged in competing efforts to deal with aspects of the same problem will not have provided any exogenous challenges to actors engaged in the protracted international negotiations.
Finally, the elements of an immature game will impact the likelihood of an agreement and the type of agreement that is reached. States negotiating in immature games will have a smaller set of possible international agreements that are acceptable domestically, or in the words of Putnam's two-level game, smaller win-sets. To be sure, because very few interested actors are mobilized a state will have homogenous interests. While Putnam argues that this will make agreement less likely because the smaller the win-set the less likely it is to overlap with another party's win-set, this will not always hold (Putnam 1988: 437-438) . Putnam claims that a state that is firmly committed to a single policy will be less able to strike a deal internationally than one that is internally divided (Putnam 1988: 444-445) . For example, if the policy of Country A is to support energy companies because they are the only groups mobilized, and the policy of Country B is to support emission reductions because environmental NGOs are the only groups mobilized it is unlikely that country A and B will be able to reach an agreement. If however, country B is internally divided because environmental interests and energy companies are mobilized it is possible that the win-sets of both parties will overlap via the preferences of energy companies making agreement more likely. However, the likelihood of an agreement is not simply a function of the probability that win-sets will overlap. Agreement is also contingent on the content of the agreement. In other words, Country A and Country B may both have small win-sets, but if environmental
NGOs are the only groups mobilized in both countries their win-sets will still overlap.
Furthermore, because in an immature game international negotiations are in a bargaining phase and therefore focused on a tentative agreement, if an agreement is reached, a nonbinding agreement that emphasizes procedures and principles will be the norm.
A mature game
A state will be involved in a mature game when:
(i) The international negotiations are in the "ratification phase";
(ii) The costs and benefits of the agreement are tangible;
(iii) Interested actors are completely mobilized;
(iv) The COG has limited capacity to manipulate domestic constraints; and (v) All external factors are in play.
In direct contrast, a mature game refers to a position in which many or most of the interested actors with which a state interacts via the domestic, international and transnational level are mobilized. This is because there are political incentives to get involved given that the international negotiations have entered the ratification phase, and the costs and benefits of a particular outcome are now tangible. As a result, COGs will have less capacity to manipulate domestic constraints according to their preferences. Again, using the example of government actors in the inter-agency discussions, in a mature game most actors are engaged. The senior ranks of agencies ensure that their agency is aware of the issues being negotiated and devote sufficient attention and resources to formulate and advocate specific negotiating positions because they will be directly affected by the negotiated outcome. The same is true of nonstate actors such as environmental NGOs and business groups.
Further, in a mature game, external factors will be felt with full effect. An external event, such as an environmental crisis, or an economic shock, will have occurred to catalyze the public and the media. The state of expert knowledge among policy elites will have matured so there is a consensus about the problem and the need to resolve it. This consensus will have been established by well-developed epistemic communities, which have had close interaction with policy elites and have likely influenced COG preferences as well. Further, other international regimes will be engaged in competing efforts to address the same problem, which will have a direct effect on the actors engaged in the international negotiations.
Finally, as with an immature game, the elements of a mature game will impact the likelihood of an agreement and the type of agreement that is reached. States negotiating in mature games are likely to have larger win-sets because most state and non-state actors are mobilized.
Admittedly, this will not always be the case. When new actors mobilize in a mature game this could also take options off the table. For example, if energy companies mobilize to form a veto coalition they could reduce the size of the win-set. That being said, when win-sets are larger, again, according to Putnam, agreement will be more likely because the larger the winset the more likely it is to overlap with another party's win-set (Putnam 1988: 437-438 ).
However, the likelihood of agreement is also contingent on the content of the agreement, so larger win-sets do not always increase the prospect of agreement. To this set of complex relationships one more needs to be added. The paradox of a larger win-set is that negotiators will be less powerful than those with a small win-set. If a negotiator has a large win-set he can be "pushed around" by other negotiators, yet if his win-set is small he will be at a bargaining advantage because he can respond that: "I'd like to accept your proposal, but I could never get it accepted at home" (Putnam 1988: 440) . 9 Furthermore, because international negotiations are in a ratification phase where negotiations are about a legal instrument, if an agreement is reached, a legally binding agreement that includes some implementation requirements will be the norm.
Strategies to Influence State Behavior in Prolonged International Negotiations
The concept of an immature and mature game highlights the complex processes that shape prolonged international negotiation outcomes. In such a world, there are strategic opportunities for highly networked actors to influence state behavior by making strategic choices at the domestic, international or transnational level to mobilize other actors, establish coalitions, manipulate COG preferences, and in turn, shape international negotiation outcomes. In other words, to engage in what we might refer to as "constructive management". This recognizes that because preferences are fluid in a long negotiation actors have considerable agency to influence state behavior. This is especially so in an immature game given the game itself is fluid, networks are open and coalitions are not highly structured. Even in a mature game, which is more structured and likely to be dominated by powerful actors, weak actors are not without agency. The fact that preferences are fluid in a long negotiation means that actors will always have a degree of agency no matter how weak they are. Some actors may bleakly view a mature game as a triumph of power, and in many cases it will be, but in a long negotiation actors will always have opportunities to shift the preferences of states.
In this section we identify strategies that traditionally weak actors can employ to steer international negotiations by constructively influencing the negotiating positions of states and the type of agreements they are willing to sign. These strategies could, of course, be employed in shorter one-off negotiations, but they are likely to be uniquely effective when they are used to exploit the strategic opportunities that arise in long negotiations.
Accordingly, the choice of strategy will depend not only on the goals of the actor, but importantly in the context of prolonged international negotiations, it will depend on which elements of an immature or mature game are present in the negotiations. In other words, some strategies will be most effective when key elements of an immature game are present and others when a state's position more closely represents a mature game. Each strategy represents an attempt at constructive management.
Four strategies for exploiting the elements of an immature game (i) Exploiting the minimal mobilization of interested actors
In an immature game there is a unique strategic opportunity for traditionally weak actors to dominate discussions because more powerful actors are not mobilized. As discussed above, which actors are mobilized and which are not matters because it affects the balance of forces between actors. This is particularly pertinent in international environmental negotiations where key actors -environment agencies and environmental NGOs -are often the weakest actors. For example, in the US and the EU during the climate negotiations, the dominance of a progressive coalition of environmental interests in the early 1990s can be largely attributed to limited mobilization of other powerful actors such as treasury departments or fossil fuel companies (Author 2011).
Accordingly, when interested actors are not mobilized weak actors should actively engage in the discussions as early as possible to exploit the circumstances. In other words, weak actors should go in hard and early to influence state behavior. For state actors this means that the senior ranks of an agency should engage with the issues being negotiated and devote sufficient attention and resources to formulate and advocate specific negotiating positions, which are likely to have more influence because of the absence of alternatives presented by other actors. The same will be true for non-state actors whose positions both on questions of policy and politics will be largely uncontested.
Weak actors who exploit these circumstances will therefore have a unique opportunity to frame the discussions. One of the most effective ways that actors can affect state behavior is by strategically framing debates to draw attention to their concerns. As other researchers have shown, the actor or coalition of actors that succeeds in establishing a frame that is consistent with its goals is likely to reap the greatest gains from negotiations (Braithwaite & Drahos 2000 , Joachim 2003 , Odell & Sell 2006 . For example, Sell (2003: 182) has argued that "ideas that are seen as legitimate, appropriate, or correct have a better chance of prevailing" in policy contests. Consequently, a fruitful approach for weak actors might be to exploit the characteristics of an immature game and inform other actors before they have formed a preference on the issues being negotiated. In other words, to frame the policy debate before other actors have an opportunity to do so. The dominant frame is likely to be particularly influential at this point given the limited knowledge other have actors about the issues under negotiation.
(ii) Infiltrating and manipulating networks and coalitions
In a networked world, as discussed, where the state acts as an agent for the interests of nonstate actors and other actors act as agents for states, highly networked actors have the capacity to shape state behavior (Rhodes 2006 : 426, Rhodes 2007 . For traditionally weak actors this is often difficult given that policy networks, for example, are often inaccessible.
However, in an immature game where a tentative agreement is being negotiated, the costs and benefits of which are not yet tangible and, as a result, interested actors are minimally mobilized, domestic networks and coalitions are likely to be fluid. This will provide a strategic opportunity for weak actors to move in and out of this space with greater ease. As a result, a second and related strategy for weak actors is to infiltrate and manipulate domestic networks and coalitions when they are most fluid.
The success of such a strategy was evident in the US prior to the negotiations in Kyoto in . In other words, the opportunity to manipulate these networks was restricted once the key elements of an immature game were no longer present.
(iii) Targeting the COGs capacity to manipulate domestic constraints
While the preferences of the COG are crucial to explaining state behavior, their capacity to manipulate domestic constraints is greatest when the international negotiations are in the bargaining phase. The lesson for actors, especially weak actors who have fewer alternative pathways to influence state behavior, is to target the COG in the bargaining phase. If an actor is successful in influencing a COG's preference at this point in the negotiations it is more likely that these preferences will be reflected in a state's negotiating position given the greater relative autonomy of the COG.
A COG's preferences will be informed both by personal beliefs and the desire to enhance their domestic political position. Accordingly, actors should target both these avenues to persuade the COG to adopt a position consistent with their interests. First, state and non-state actors should engage directly with the COG and their senior advisors to affect their personal beliefs by persuading them of the importance of the issues being negotiated. Of course, this will be easier in an immature game, when such networks will be more porous. One way to do this is to facilitate the flow of expert knowledge about the problem to the COG, as we will discuss in more detail below.
Second, actors should attempt to manipulate the political incentives of the COG in favor of their desired outcome. In international negotiations a good option for weak actors who are unable to mobilize economic resources is to target the reputation of the COG. The evidence, especially from the US case study, suggests several ways that this can be done effectively.
One way is to target new governments that appear more susceptible to the costs of reputation because they are trying to stand apart from the previous government. This was certainly the case in the US with the Clinton administration's desire to 'distinguish itself' from the previous Bush administration (Author 2011). Second, COGs are more susceptible to reputational pressures if they have been recently admonished on the international stage, especially over a similar issue such as the provision of a global public good (Downs & Jones 2002 ). In the US this was manifest in the months before Kyoto after the US had been ridiculed by the international community for announcing it would not sign an international treaty to ban land mines (Author 2011).
(iv) Facilitating the flow of expert knowledge to policy elites
The basic premise of constructive management is that state preferences matter to international outcomes, that they are fluid and that these preferences can be socially constructed. In an immature game where COGs and policy elites have not developed firm preferences on the issue under negotiation, weak actors can facilitate the flow of expert knowledge to these actors to inform their beliefs and, in turn, their preferences and negotiating position. Again, this will work best in an immature game because networks are more fluid and COGs have a greater capacity to manipulate domestic constraints based on their beliefs.
Epistemic communities can play a key role in this process. As noted, epistemic communities can help to create shared understandings among policy elites about the nature of a problem (Haas 1992 
Four strategies for exploiting the elements of a mature game
The key elements of a mature game make it much more difficult for weak actors to influence state behavior. With international negotiations in the ratification phase, powerful actors are engaged as the tangible costs and benefits of a negotiated agreement are thrashed out. The result for weak actors is that their positions will be increasingly contested and domestic networks and coalitions are likely to be much more structured and closed off to the infiltration and manipulation that may have been possible earlier in the negotiations.
Nevertheless, because preferences are fluid actors will always have a degree of agency to marshal state behavior. Accordingly, there are strategies which actors can employ to affect a state's negotiating position and the type of agreement it is willing to sign.
(i) Meeting the demand of policy elites for expert knowledge
First, and very briefly, weak actors should persist in facilitating the flow of expert knowledge to policy elites. While this will be more difficult in a mature game, it still has the potential to shift the preferences of the COG and policy elites. One element of a mature game that will advance this strategy is that demand for information from policy elites is likely to be greater in the ratification stage when discussions have turned to distributing tangible costs and benefits among domestic interest groups. As Haas (1992) argued, the language of science will penetrate politics especially in issue areas with high complexity and uncertainty where there is demand for such knowledge from policymakers.
(ii) Exploiting exogenous shocks
Exogenous shocks have a very real potential to shift state behavior by catalyzing mass publics and forcing states to act both domestically and internationally. In such an atmosphere actors who have a pre-prepared model to address the crisis will have an enormous appeal to state actors looking for a solution. For example, if a nuclear meltdown forces a state to act, actors with a pre-prepared model to re-regulate energy production and phase out nuclear power will be in a powerful position. Indeed, the key for weak actors is that their influence depends on the power of the model, not on the power of the advocate. As Braithwaite and Drahos (2000: 589) point out, the politics of modeling is not about problems looking for 
Conclusion
In order to understand many of the most significant international negotiations that take years and sometimes decades to conclude, such as the climate change negotiations, theories need to take account of the temporal dimension. The temporal dimension matters because it draws our attention to variables, strategies and outcomes that are not apparent if the focus is on individual negotiation outcomes.
However, the fluidity of preferences that characterizes prolonged international negotiations makes it impractical to develop the type of parsimonious theory toward which theorists often strive. 10 If preferences were fixed, like neutrons, it would be possible to develop if-then
propositions, but in a long negotiation preferences are positively charged one year and negatively charged the next. Accordingly, in circumstances of fluidity, attempts at parsimonious theory may provide elegance, but they will also limit insights, and fail to enrich our understanding of the ebb and flow of prolonged international negotiations.
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This article's intended contribution is to both the theory and practice of international As a result, there are strategic opportunities in the course of a protracted negotiation for actors to steer negotiations toward their preferred outcomes. Third, the type of agreement possible and the likelihood that an agreement will be reached will also be contingent on the 10 See for example, (Moravcsik 1997 Notwithstanding, this article invites negotiation researchers and practitioners representing state and non-state actors to take account of the temporal dimension of prolonged international negotiations. For researchers, this requires recognizing that the fluidity of preferences and that theoretical frameworks that capture the variations in state behavior will not always achieve parsimony. For practitioners, especially those representing traditionally weak actors, it invites a consideration of the strategic opportunities that they have in long negotiations to influence state behavior by pursuing specific strategies at the domestic, international and or, transnational level.
